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Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including ttie fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1 .1 14, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
11/16/05 has been entered. 

Response to Amendment 
The amendment received 10/19/05 has been entered in full. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 and 9 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the inventton is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
inverrtion was made to a person liaving ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 . Claim 1 -6 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cline et al. European Patent Application 05491 82A2 (as cited in the IDS, hereinafter 
"Cline") in view of Kimura USPN 4,835,688.. 
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Cline discloses a method for visualizing a limited part of a 30 medical image- 
point-related data set, said method being based on selectively suppressing a 
geometrically selected part of the data set and rendering an image based on any non- 
supressed part of the data set (col. 2 lines 41-45 disclose a graphic workstation to 
remove a predetermined volume from a model of an object and col. 4 lines 8-14 recite 
that the model may be volume data obtained from a system for providing three- 
dimensional imaging such as tomography, and col. 2 lines 32-34 recite that the 
invention may be used for surgery procedures), said method being characterized in that 
said selected part comprises a first selection containing all points associated to a nearer 
region with respect to a first clipping plane (set of model cut planes 206, seen in figure 
2) and moreover all points associated to a farther region with respect to a second 
clipping plane (set of model cut planes 206, seen in figure 2), respectively, thereby 
making the rendered image being based on an intermediate region between said first 
clipping plane and said second clipping plane (col. 4 lines 29-49). 

Cline does not explicitly disclose that the first clipping plane is nraved to form 
said second clipping plane. 

Kimura discloses a three-dimensional image processing apparatus which can 
three-dimensionally display soft tissue objects without damaging their original 
information and hence can support simulation in planning an operation (col. 1 lines 6- 
10, col. 1 lines 39-43). In particular Kimura discloses that parameters for specifying 
positions of respective sections are input by an ROI (region of interest) input such as a 
tracker ball (col. 5 lines 20-22). As seen in figure 8B, a cutting portion 84 is designated 
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by the ROI input (col. 5 lines 31-33). This cutting plane 84 is affine transformed as seen 
in figure 8C to fonn the second plane and display the volume of the 3D image (col. 5 
lines 31-40, col. 1 lines 53-66). This process allows for accurate simulation in planning 
an operation. 

Cline and Kimura are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of displaying surgical simulations in three-dimensions. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to combine Cline and Kimura to form the polyhedron using an affine 
transformation of a clipping plane. The motivation for doing so is that it would allow for 
viewing the 3D model in the manner necessary to best get an accurate simulation of the 
area to be operated on. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to combine Cline and Kimura to obtain the invention as specified in claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 2, the cutting planes 206 are parallel planes. 

Regarding claim 3, as seen in figure 4, the cutting planes are substantially 
parallel to the imaging plane. 

Regarding claim 4, the intermediate region of the cutting planes encompass a 
region of Interest (col. 6 lines 34-35). 

Regarding claim 5, Cline discloses user manipulation of the immediate region 
through rotation of the model (col. 4 lines 39-49). 

Regarding daim 6, the cutting planes disclosed by Cline have a diverging angle 
less than 25 degrees. 
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Claim 9 is similar to claim 1, except claim 9 is an apparatus claim. As Cline 
discloses both a method and apparatus the same argument used above for daim 1 
applies equally to daim 9. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
inventon was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 7 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cline, European Patent Application 05491 82A2 in view of Kimura USPN 4,835,688, and 
further in view of Stiel et al. Digital Flasing Tomosynthesis: A Promising Technique for 
Angiocardiographic Screening (as cited in the IDS, hereinafter "Stiel"). 

Claim 7 is dependent on claim 1 (rejected above over Cline) and includes the 
further limitation - wherein said first and second limited parts are substantially 
coindding but associated to respective stereoscopic lines of view, and said method 
furthermore providing for viewing a 3-d stereo image of said intermediate region through 
combined viewing of said first and second limited parts. Cline does not explicitly 
disclose respective stereoscopic viewing of selected parts of the model. 

Stiel discloses a tomosynthesis system for stereoscopic viewing of 
tomoangiograms of single slices or multiple slices of varying thickness (from the 
abstract and section F starting on page 318). 
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Cline, Kimura, and Stiel are analogous art because they are from the same field 
of endeavor of viewing tomographic images. 

At the time of the invention It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to combine Cline with Stiel to obtain stereoscopic imaging of selective parts of 
the tomoangiograms. The motivation for doing this would be to eliminate unnecessary 
data (as disclosed by Cline col. 2 lines 32-34) and allow clearer stereoscopic viewing of 
the arteries. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine Cline and Stiel to obtain the invention as specified in claim 7. 

Claim 10 is similar to daim 7, except claim 10 is an apparatus claim. Thus as 
Cline discloses both a method and apparatus the same argument used above applies 
equally to claim 10. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 8 and 1 1 are allowed. The reasons for allowance were given in the 
previous office action. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

USPN 6,542,153 Method and system for three-dimensional volume editing for 
medical imaging applications. 

USPN 6,480,732 Medical image processing device for producing a composite 
image of the three-dimensional images. 
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USPN 6,603,474 Method and apparatus for occlusion culling of objects in a data 
processing system. 

USPGPUB 2001/0013867 Object search method and object search system. 



Contact Information 
Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications firom the 
examiner should be directed to John B. Strege whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7457. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday between the hours of 
8-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bhavesh Mehta can be reached on (571) 272-7453. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Infonnation Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status Information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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